
DRAFT FOR COMMENT 

CPAG in Scotland response
30 August 2012

SCOTTISH COMMUNITY SUPPORT FUND GUIDANCE

INFORMAL CONSULTATION – AUGUST 2012

About this Consultation

In  April  2013  the  Discretionary  Social  Fund  will  be  abolished  and  the 
Department  for  Work  and  Pensions  (DWP)  will  transfer  funding  for  two 
elements, Crisis Loans (CLs) for living expenses and Community Care Grants 
(CCGs), to the Scottish Government in order that it may provide local welfare 
assistance in their place. 

Following a public consultation at the end of 2011, Scottish Ministers agreed 
with  the  Convention  for  Scottish  Local  Authorities  (COSLA)  that  Local 
Authorities are best positioned to deliver the successor arrangements on an 
interim basis.  The Scottish Government intends to retain the objectives of the 
current schemes for CLs and CCGs, but believes that there is scope to make 
better  links  with  other  local  service  provision.   The  Scottish  Government, 
working jointly with COSLA, has set up a Design and Implementation Group 
(DIG) to develop the successor arrangements and oversee implementation.

As  part  of  ongoing  engagement  with  stakeholders  on  what  successor 
arrangements to CLs and CCGs should look like, we are now seeking views 
on the draft guidance for the ring fenced grant fund that will be set up with the 
funding supplied by DWP.  

The very tight timetable for setting up the new service means that a formal 
consultation on the guidance is not possible.  The parameters of the scheme 
need  to  be  agreed  as  soon  as  possible  so  that  work  can  start  on  the 
necessary  adjustments  to  IT  systems  and  other  processes.   We  have 
produced  also  a  separate  draft  Equalities  Impact  Assessment  and  would 
welcome your comments on that alongside this guidance.
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Please  send  your  comments  to  Christy.McCurdy@scotland.gsi.gov.uk 
by 31 August 2012.

CONSULTATION QUESTIONS

There are a number of questions relating to the structure and detail of 
the guidance.  They have been listed below.  Please give your comments 
in the boxes provided.  This will help us to analyse your contribution.  If, 
in addition, you would like to make comments on specific points in the 
text, please quote the paragraph number.

QUESTION A

We would welcome views on the names of the grants and the funds.  In the 
draft  guidance  we  have  called  them  Community  Care  Grants  and  Crisis 
Grants.   What  are  the  advantages  and disadvantages of  using  names so 
close to the existing ones?  Scottish Community Support Fund is a working 
title.  It does not clearly describe what the fund does and may cause some 
confusion with other similarly named funds.  Please let us know if you think 
that  the  Scottish  Crisis  and  Community  Care  Grant  Fund  is  a  more 
appropriate name.  Please also suggest any other names you would like us to 
consider. 

Comments:  It  would be good to be consistent  across the names,  for 
example, Scottish Crisis and Community Care Grant Fund together with 
crisis grant and community care grant; or Scottish Community Support 
Fund together with crisis grant and community support grant. 

There is  an obvious  advantage in keeping the name community care 
grant, as many people will have an understanding of what this is, but 
there is an obvious disadvantage as well in that the new grant is not the 
same as the social fund community care grant.

Another option which would reduce confusion and the risk of a narrow 
interpretation  of  what  the  fund  covers  would  be  to  simply  call  them 
crisis grants and support grants.

QUESTION B

Please  read  the  guidance  and  tell  us  whether  it  gives  the  right  level  of 
information to achieve consistency in service delivery while still  allowing for 
local discretion and integration with local services?  Are there any key points 
missing from the guidance?

Comments: CPAG is seriously concerned that this level of guidance is 
not nearly detailed enough to ensure consistency. (It is worth noting that 
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the  current Social Fund Guide is 250 pages). A lot more detail is needed 
on all aspects of the successor arrangements e.g. managing and 
monitoring the budget, the need for properly recorded and 
communicated decision making, more explicit explanation of terms (eg 
capital disregards listed at para 6.19 cf p118 SFG). If the Guidance is not 
substantially developed then there is a very real risk of there being little 
consistency in the scheme beyond the most overarching aspects. 

We have highlighted below key areas of the guidance that we feel need 
substantial development.

QUESTION C 

We are aware that the interaction between the new local welfare assistance 
and existing DWP welfare benefits is a key area of concern.  We do not want 
the limited grant fund to be used in cases where there is a delay in paying 
benefits.  Equally,  we want it to be clear to applicants what sort of support 
they can expect to receive and from where, rather than referring them from 
office  to  office.   How  can  we  create  a  smooth  transition  to  the  new 
arrangements for  applicants?  Once the Fund is established,  how can we 
ensure  working  arrangements  with  DWP which  allow  Local  Authorities  to 
provide the best service to applicants?

Comments:  1)  LA  decision-maker  knowledge  –  the  guidance  and 
associated  training  must  make  sure  that  local  decision  makers 
understand  the  reasons  for  benefit  delay  and  whether  the  client  is 
entitled to an alignment payment / short-term advance from the DWP or 
whether a crisis grant should be considered e.g. if claim not decided yet 
for UC, then not eligible for short-term advance.

2)  DWP  working  arrangements  -  this  issue  needs  to  be  tackled 
nationally, rather than being left to local negotiation. There needs to be 
more detailed guidance around the situations when someone should be 
considered for a crisis grant. With UC claims being online and benefit 
delivery centres not necessarily being local, it may be difficult to contact 
someone who is responsible for processing claims.

QUESTION D

There are a number of practical issues relating to processing grants for ex 
offenders on leaving prison which we would like to understand better.     What 
would the practicalities be for Local Authorities in checking data with prisons 
e.g. on the receipt of a discharge grant or dates of time served?  In order to 
avoid  Local  Authorities  where  there  are  prisons  having  a  disproportionate 
number of applications, we are suggesting that people leaving prison should 
apply for any support in the Local Authority where they intend to live.  What 
are the practical issues relating to this including any links that might need to 
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be made with prisons in other administrations?

Comments:

QUESTION E

Are  any  of  the  exclusions  in  the  guidance  which  are  likely  to  cause 
disproportionate impacts on particular groups of users? Are there likely to be 
any unintended consequences from these exclusions?

Comments:  People  with  disabilities  and  carers  who  are  under 
exceptional  pressure  but  do  not  have  children  are  excluded  from 
claiming on grounds of exceptional pressures. They will have to fit into 
another  category instead.  It  is  worth  noting  that  current  CCG claims 
because of exceptional pressures applies to ‘families’ which are defined 
generously in that they include couples with no children.

We welcome the fact that students are not excluded, which makes the 
new system more consistent with current crisis loans and community 
care grants (they are currently eligible if they get qualifying benefit, or if 
there has been a disaster).

We note that ‘mobility expenses’ are excluded. In the current scheme 
these are not excluded for CCGs and people could claim for example 
towards the cost of a wheelchair where this was not provided by the 
NHS  or  local  authority.  Unless  it  is  clear  (eg,  through  consulting 
independent  living  organisations  and the NHS) that  all  likely mobility 
expenses would be met elsewhere, then it would be better not to exclude 
these potentially very important independent living expenses.

QUESTION F

Should we specify a maximum award for grants?  We know that a maximum 
may become a target for applications and that exceptions may need to be 
made where someone has particular needs, for example due to a disability. 
However, it could improve consistency in the amounts awarded and increase 
the  number  of  people  who  are  able  to  receive  awards.   Are  there  other 
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arguments for and against a maximum?

Comments:  A  maximum  amount  would  mean  money  reaching  more 
people,  so  may be  helpful.  A  possible  option  would  be  to  to  give  a 
maximum level  as  a  guide,  but  not  be  prescriptive,  so  the  decision-
maker can override this if it is warranted.

QUESTION G

Should we offer a standard price guide for awards including an average cost 
for a new home package?  We know that there is variation in prices in local 
economies  and that  delivery  costs  need to  be  taken into  account  in  rural 
areas.  We also know that exceptions would need to be made for example for 
adapted items. However, examples of standard prices would promote better 
consistency in decision making across the country and may help avoid the 
variations that have been reported under the Social Fund.

Comments: If local variation in prices and delivery costs are allowed for 
then a standard price guide could be helpful.

QUESTION H

What are the advantages and disadvantages of the options for second tier 
review within Local Authorities?  Are there other organisations that we should 
consider?

Comments:  CPAG  strongly  recommends  that  an  equivalent  to  the 
Independent Review Service is set up nationally, which would carry out 
second  tier  reviews,  and  could  also  have  a  remit  in  overseeing  the 
national scheme.

A cross council  panel  is  unlikely  to have a full  understanding of  the 
eligibility and  other details of the scheme.

There  are  two additional  questions  in  relation  to  the  Equality  Impact 
Assessment on which we are seeking views alongside this guidance:
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• Please tell us about any potential impacts on equalities groups, either 
positive  or  negative,  you  feel  that  the  proposed  successor 
arrangements to Community Care Grants and Crisis Loans for living 
expenses may have on particular groups of people and suggest ways 
of  mitigating these.   The equalities  characteristics  we  are gathering 
information  about  are:  disability;  gender,  including  pregnancy  and 
maternity;  age;  identity/transgender  people;  sexual  orientation; 
race/ethnicity; religion and belief.

Care  must  be  taken  to  consider  the  position  of  people  with 
disabilities, as they are a group who are often going to be negatively 
affected  by  some of  the  benefit  changes  being  implemented  (e.g. 
removal  of  disability  premiums, time-limiting of  contributory ESA). 
The fact that they cannot get help because of exceptional pressures 
unless they have children risks severely limiting their eligibility for 
help.

• Please tell us what potential there may be in the proposals to advance 
equality  of  opportunity  between  different  groups and to  foster  good 
relations between different groups. 

Other comments

3. Purpose of the fund

3.1 The current wording risks confusing the decision-making process, 
and  applicants,  as  the  purpose  listed  is  more  restrictive  than  the 
guidance itself.  As  the whole of the section is about the purpose, we 
suggest 3.1 merely list the two grants, or, alternatively, that the purpose 
is broadly defined in 3.1 as it is currently in the first line of 3.3 and 3.4 ie 
‘in order to help people meet expenses in case of a crisis – crisis grants; 
in  support  of  independent  living  /  to  ease  exceptional  pressures  on 
families – a CCG.’

3.4 CPAG welcomes the inclusion of help for families facing exceptional 
pressures. However, an unintended consequence may be that disabled 
people  will  have  limited  access  to  support  (ie  only  in  crisis  or  if 
identifiable  risk  of  going  into  care).  In  light  of  benefit  reductions  for 
disabled people, we are concerned that there are not alternative sources 
of support for people with disabilities who are struggling. 

The  proposal  is  that  it  is  only  families  with  children  who can  claim 
because  of  exceptional  pressures,  so  this  will  exclude,  for  example, 
disabled people without children.  Currently, they may be able to claim a 
CCG because of exceptional pressures (current definition of family can 
include a couple, a woman over 24 weeks pregnant, extended family and 
others).
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3.5 Having a list of potential users is of much less use than guidance on 
the vulnerable groups that decision makers should accept are a priority 
for support. 

4. Allocation of the fund

CPAG welcomes the fact that budgets for crisis grants and community 
care grants will be separated, as this will mean the money will not all be 
swallowed up by crises. 

4.2 We appreciate that local authorities will be very alert to the need to 
manage the budget over the year. However, it  is important to support 
local authorities by providing more guidance on this. Local authorities 
must be able to demonstrate that they have profiled the budget. Regular 
and transparent budgeting throughout the year is essential to consistent 
decision-making.  The  way  this  is  decided  and  communicated  to 
applicants will be important.

5. A holistic approach
5.1  To  ensure that  the  value  of  the  successor  scheme to  vulnerable 
people is fully realised,  it will be important to monitor whether there is 
an impact on other local authority provision, eg whether less is spent 
from other hardship budgets. 

6. Who can apply -qualifying benefits

6.2 & 6.4 CPAG welcomes the fact that the grants will not be restricted 
solely to people on means-tested benefits. This means, for example, that 
people who are wrongly turned away from making benefit claims (people 
with the right to reside,  students)  or those who are not on a means-
tested benefit but are receiving the same amount as people on means-
tested  benefits  do  (e.g.  someone  on  contributory  ESA)  may  be 
considered  for  support.  This  will  reduce  the  risk  of  destitution  in 
Scotland.

It may be better not to call this an exceptional application, as it should 
be enough that such an application meets the criteria set out for those 
not on means-tested benefits (no other means of support and an award 
would avoid serious damage or serious risk to health and safety).

6.1 – 6.4 Consideration should be made to avoiding ‘cliff edges’ in the 
qualifying  benefit  criteria.  This  should  be  considered  in  combination 
with  other  passported  entitlements.  One  improvement  would  be  to 
include as qualifying benefits contribution-based JSA and contributory 
ESA where  these  are  paid  at  the  same  rate  as  their  income-related 
equivalent. 

6.5 links to other DWP benefits - see our answer to question C.
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6.8  The  sanctions  regime can result  in  a  situation  where  someone’s 
benefit is reduced or stopped because of an action of their partner over 
which they have no control. It would help consistent decision making if 
guidance were to include more information about sanctions and ensure 
that partners are not excluded if the sanction is not through their own 
actions.

6.17 savings or capital

Note that when UC is introduced it will be important to specify that there 
is a need to separate out what is actual savings and what is for day-to-
day spending (as a monthly UC payment may be quite significant, and 
someone may have quite a lot of money in the bank for a few weeks until 
their rent is due). Better guidance is needed on what money should be 
ignored, or a higher capital limit set which will  avoid time-consuming 
evidence-gathering and decision-making on this.

7. Conditions which should be met

7.4. Priority of application – there needs to be more detail in this section, 
eg on what is meant by ‘vulnerable’.

Taking account of the probable longer term impact on other services 
would  be  very  hard  to  implement  successfully.  Such  an  approach 
suggests that decision-makers know what these services are and who 
can access them, whereas knowledge of these is likely to vary greatly. 
This  condition  is  also  not  supported  by  the  overall  purpose  of  the 
scheme -  ie it is not to reduce the burden on other services. 

7.5  More  guidance  is  necessary  on  how  local  authorities  should 
undertake budget profiling, and how they should communicate it.

8. Circumstances in which applicants might be awarded a grant

The section on crisis grants should be carefully rewritten to ensure that 
it is clear how you qualify on this basis. There is a lack of consistency in 
the use of the words crisis, emergency and disaster. For example, the 
heading ‘what constitutes a disaster’ goes on to list examples of what 
may be considered a crisis, which includes a disaster. 

8.2 Guidance should be explicit that applicants should not be expected 
to take high cost credit to cover living expenses. 

8.3 The ‘non-householder’ rate should also specify amounts for 
dependent children. The 30% rates is particularly low, and could be as 
little as £16.87 a week for under 25-year-olds. It should be borne in mind 
that non-householders on benefit are expected to contribute to 
household bills and the housing benefit of the householder is reduced 
as a result, whether or not the contribution is actually made; the 
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standard deduction is £11.45 a week.  We would recommend that there 
is a standard 60% rate. This is simpler and fairer.

8.10 This may need reworded to say that the person being cared for 
‘need not’ get a qualifying benefit, rather than ‘should not’. As it stands, 
it would disqualify from help carers looking after someone who gets a 
means-tested benefit.

8.15. This suggests someone can get help if moving as part of a 
resettlement programme or following a period of homelessness, but the 
heading suggests both a resettlement programme and a period of 
homelessness are required. This needs to be made clear.

In addition, what counts as a resettlement programme shouldn’t be too 
narrow eg we had an enquiry from a local resettlement programme 
where DWP held the particular support offered by them didn’t count as a 
resettlement programme. Local authorise shouldn’t only accept their 
own resettlement programmes under this category. 

8.17 More examples of exceptional pressures would be useful here (cf 
Social Fund Guide p37, which has a lot more information). The 
suggestions here seem more like crises rather than problems due to 
exceptional pressures. 

8.19 Travel expenses. Community care grants are an important support 
for families visiting relatives in hospital especially visiting sick babies 
and children. While not separating out travel expenses as a separate 
category is fine, it is important that families know that this support is 
available, that help to visit sick babies and children is a priority and that 
the system for claiming is fast and easily accessible. Children’s 
hospitals and maternity wards should be aware of the support and able 
to help families claim. 

9. What support will be given
 
9.1 It would be helpful to make it clearer here that items in the 
community care grant list can also be awarded in a crisis. If the crisis 
grant amounts for living expenses are subject to the overall maximum 
listed earlier, it would be useful to say so here.

9.7 The suggestion of referring applicants to food banks should be taken 
out of the guidance. We would be seriously concerned if this was 
interpreted in any way as a delivery mechanism for a crisis grant. 
Rather a referral to a food bank should be a last resort if there is no 
crisis grant or other support available. 

9.9 The requirement on claimants and decision-makers to consider the 
care taken of items is unwieldy, and is better dealt with by limiting 
repeat applications, as has been done. Insisting on proof of purchase 
will be intrusive and time-intensive.
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10. Processing times
10.8 The reference to ‘a minimum’ of two working days being the 
processing target for crisis grants, should be to ‘a maximum’.

10.11. If a decision is given by phone then it should be followed up in 
writing (at the moment a refusal of a crisis loan is followed up in writing; 
CCG decisions are always in writing). Without a written decision, 
applications are at a serious disadvantage when it comes to challenging 
a decision, and will be unclear about whether another claim at another 
time would be appropriate. There should be standard information 
required for a decision letter and this should include the date of 
decision, reasons for the decision and appeal rights.

10.12 For crisis grants it may be useful for cash to be a standard option, 
especially for people with barriers to accessing other forms of payment.

11. Review

11.1 There should be a right of review in all cases, even if the entire 
budget has been spent. [John – I checked the rules currently and there 
is right of review even if budget spent] If review not allowed if budget is 
spent, people may be prevented from challenging the priority group they 
have been placed in and whether that priority can be met given monthly 
budget profiling. We emphasise again the importance of regular budget 
profiling to ensure the budget is managed over the whole year.

11.2 It will be far from adequate, even at a first tier review stage, if 
guidance goes no further than specifying consideration by ‘a different 
person’. Further guidance is needed on who might carry out a first-tier 
review. CPAG believes this must be someone with appropriate 
knowledge and expertise.

11.5 There should be a time limit for settling reviews, particularly for 
crisis grants where two days should be the limit.

11.6 Arrangements for an independent review must be in place before 
the scheme begins. If this is left to the cumbersome and time consuming 
local authority complaints procedures, this runs the risk of undermining 
the success of the successor scheme.
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